McKee 625 their partisanship with the positions advocated by the major parties (Levendusky, 2009) . Voters recognize the growing policy divide among partisan elites (Ansolabehere & Jones, 2010; Hetherington, 2001) , and this enables them to pick sides. As Bartels (2000) has shown, voters have responded by moving away from political independence and their growing partisanship has strengthened the relationship between political affiliation and vote choice in presidential and congressional elections. The increase in mass partisanship since the 1970s has weakened the electoral pull of incumbency (Fiorina, 2005) and in turn strengthened the role of national forces in House elections (Jacobson, 2009) . Whereas in the 1970s and even in the 1980s, incumbency could considerably mollify the effects of what appeared to be a harmful redistricting (Born, 1985; Rush, 1992 Rush, , 1993 , by the 1990s and early 2000s redistricting exhibits a different electoral dynamic.
The political climate is a fundamental factor impinging on the degree to which redistricting affects election outcomes. Redrawn voters are the electoral wild card because their relatively greater unfamiliarity with the incumbent makes them more susceptible to prevailing political conditions. And if conditions clearly favor a party, redrawn constituents will exhibit greater support for the party benefiting from the political climate because they are not restrained by the personal vote most incumbents have cultivated among those residents they have represented before redistricting.
In this study the electoral effects of redistricting are captured by evaluating the influence of redrawn constituencies on House vote shares in 1992 . In 1992 , political conditions tilted in favor of the Republican Party, but in the former election the effects of redistricting were only substantial and significant in the South, where the White electorate continued to realign in favor of the GOP. By comparison, in 2002, partisan re-sorting had all but run its course and a more divided electorate behaved in a more predictable manner when placed in new congressional districts. Even so, the first post-9/11 election proved a net winner for the Republican Party because terrorism materialized as an issue voters perceived as being owned by the GOP (Jacobson, 2003) . With this issue casting a massive shadow over the 2002 midterm, redrawn constituents broke in favor of Republican House candidates, but this had little overall effect on partisan outcomes because so many districts were successfully drawn to protect incumbents of both political parties (Hirsch, 2003) .
This article proceeds in the following order. First, I introduce some of the theoretical and conceptual components conditioning the relationship between redistricting and incumbent support. Then I provide an overview of the 1992 and 2002 redistrictings and discuss how redrawn constituents are expected to influence electoral outcomes given what we know about the state of political 626
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conditions and macropartisanship during these elections. Next, I present the data and methods, followed by the results of the analyses. Finally, I conclude with a discussion of the electoral effects of redistricting that goes beyond the two elections studied here to explain how different political conditions have affected contests under previous and more recent boundary changes.
Redistricting and Incumbent Support
Recent studies of the incumbency advantage and how it interacts with redistricting have greatly improved our understanding of this relationship. Specifically, the work of Scott W. Desposato and John R. Petrocik (Desposato & Petrocik, 2003 Petrocik & Desposato, 1998 demonstrates that the incumbency advantage is highly sensitive to the presence of a redistricting. The key feature of any redistricting is the role of redrawn voters. Will these voters, who now have a new representative because of a boundary change, exhibit the same level of support for their new incumbent? Ceteris paribus, the answer is no and the reason why is because of the informational deficit resulting from the lack of a shared history between redrawn voters and their new incumbent. Redrawn constituents are considerably less likely to be familiar with their representative vis-à-vis constituents who retain the same incumbent following a redistricting (Hayes & McKee, 2009; McKee, 2008b) and this reduces the likelihood of voting for the incumbent (Hood & McKee, 2010) .
Simply put, the incumbency advantage does not apply to the vast majority of redrawn constituents. Without the requisite time to establish a personal vote with their new residents, it follows that a redrawn voter's calculus relies more heavily on partisanship and the extant political conditions shaping the election. Indeed, as Petrocik and Desposato (2004, p. 366) claim, redrawn voters resemble open-seat voters because "the absence of personal vote cues that anchor a predisposition for the incumbent" makes both types of voters more susceptible to short-term political forces. Petrocik and Desposato refer to their conceptualization of the incumbency advantage as the "anchor model" because incumbency serves to reduce the pull of short-term factors that may favor the party of the challenger. Indeed, lacking the anchoring effect of incumbency, redrawn voters should drift with the prevailing partisan tide. There is empirical support for this theory of redrawn voter behavior in the American South (Petrocik & Desposato, 1998) , California (Desposato & Petrocik, 2003) , and national U.S. House elections (McKee, 2008a) .
It is of course true that political conditions may not significantly favor one party over another and thus the electoral impact of a redistricting-in the form of redrawn voting behavior, should exhibit no significant partisan bias. Instead, partisanship and challenger viability should be the most relevant factors for redrawn voters during a politically neutral environment. And since redistricting (at least in the short term) eliminates the representational relationship for numerous voters, quality candidates are more likely to mount a challenge in a redistricting year (Hetherington, Larson, & Globetti, 2003) . Historically, smoothing over the vicissitudes of specific elections, we see that incumbents perform worse among their redrawn constituents (Ansolabehere et al., 2000) ; no doubt a consequence of their new residents relying more on their partisan inclinations and greater susceptibility to the appeals of strong challengers, who are more likely to emerge at those times when incumbents experience a boundary change.
Thus, controlling for other factors, we can posit two general claims regarding the effects of redistricting on incumbent vote shares: (a) under politically neutral conditions (no party is clearly advantaged at the time of the election) incumbents of both parties should receive less support from redrawn voters and (b) when the political climate favors one party, redrawn voters will only serve to reduce the vote shares of incumbents who are affiliated with the disadvantaged party. With respect to the first claim, because redrawn voters lack the personal vote cue (the anchoring effect of incumbency) they will be less supportive of their new incumbent regardless of that representative's party affiliation.
3 As for the second claim, redrawn voters will be much less supportive of incumbents who represent the party harmed by political tides because conditions push these voters toward candidates of the favored party. Conversely, redrawn voter support for incumbents of the advantaged party may be no different from the support given by same-incumbent voters (a null finding) because the partisan tide will push redrawn voters toward these incumbents at a level of support exceeding their partisanship-a boost that is roughly tantamount to the personal vote. The next section of the article explains why there are reasons to expect that the second claim is borne out in both the 1992 and 2002 U.S. House elections.
Redistricting in 1992 and 2002
There is evidence that both the 1992 and 2002 House elections occurred when short-term political conditions favored the Republican Party. The GOP netted 10 seats in 1992 and 6 in 2002 (Jacobson, 2009) . The 2002 elections were only the third midterm since the Civil War in which the president's party gained seats. Many scholars view the 1992 House elections as breaking in favor of the GOP (see Abramson, Aldrich, & Rohde, 1994; McKee, 2008a ; the American South in the case of Petrocik & Desposato, 1998) . The anti-incumbent mood
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disadvantaged Democrats (see Abramson et al., 1994; Gaddie & Bullock, 2000) since they were the majority party in Congress. 4 The House Bank scandal proved more detrimental to Democratic incumbents because they were more likely to have bounced checks and, for this reason, Republican Newt Gingrich made it a campaign issue (Jacobson, 2009) . Finally, the large number of newly drawn majority-minority districts concentrated the most loyal Democratic voters in a smaller number of districts and this concomitantly increased the number of Republican voters in adjacent districts (E. Black & M. Black, 2002; Lublin, 1997) . However, since most new majority Black districts were located in southern states (Epstein & O'Halloran, 2000) and all but one of the 10 Republican seat gains were in the South, whatever GOP redistricting advantage there was, may have been confined to this region.
Despite a large number of incumbent protection plans (Forgette & Platt, 2005) , overall, the 2002 redistricting aided the GOP (see Hirsch, 2003; Jacobson, 2009, pp. 8-11; La Raja, 2009; McCarty, Poole, & Rosenthal, 2009; Schweers, 2003) . As Jacobson points out, the states that gained seats through reapportionment were heavily Republican while the states that lost districts favored the Democratic Party. This is not a surprise considering the ongoing population movement and growth away from the Democratic Frost Belt to the Republican Sun Belt. What really allowed Republicans to capitalize on reapportionment was their success in winning districts in those states where the GOP controlled redistricting and to a lesser degree in those states with divided partisan control (see Jacobson, 2009, p. 9, Table 2-1) . In addition to a favorable redistricting, short-term forces swung in favor of the GOP. The president's high approval rating, Republican candidates' success in their efforts to "own" the terrorism issue (Jacobson, 2003) , and the fact that a sluggish economy failed to gain electoral traction (Jacobson, 2009 ) presaged a Republican edge in the 2002 midterms.
Unlike the nation at large, in the South its ongoing realignment hastened with the 1992 congressional elections. Whereas 9 of the 11 ex-Confederate states had Democratic plans in 1992, only four southern states advanced Democratic objectives in 2002 (see McDonald, 2004) . The prevalence of southern Democratic control of the redistricting process in 1992 belies the party's declining status, which is made evident by two important and electorally consequential realities. First, with the exception of Arkansas and Tennessee, southern states are covered by the Voting Rights Act and of particular importance, Section 5, which dictates federal preclearance of proposed boundary changes. Second, 1992 denotes the initial point of Republican ascendancy in southern U.S. House elections (McKee, 2010) . This was the first election in a string of three in which southern Republicans made extraordinary gains in House contests.
As the agency in charge of reviewing district plans, the Department of Justice (DOJ) leaned hard on several southern states to greatly increase, wherever geographically possible, their number of majority-minority districts (Bullock, 2010; Butler, 2002; Cunningham, 2001) . To comply with the DOJ and hopefully limit the electoral damage to White southern Democrats representing districts bordering newly created majority Black districts, southern Democratic-controlled legislatures drew extremely convoluted maps, shocking in their complexity to the naked eye (see the examples provided by Monmonier, 2001 ). 
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Recognizing the danger of saddling their own incumbents with a large percentage of new constituents, southern Democratic mapmakers made sure that Republican incumbents would receive a much greater percentage of redrawn residents.
5 Table 1 documents the percentage of redrawn constituents for incumbents in 1992 and 2002, at the national level and regional level (South and non-South) and according to each party (Democrat or Republican). The notable partisan disparity in the percentage of redrawn constituents is found in the South. In 1992 and 2002, southern Republicans represented districts whose constituent populations were much more likely to be altered vis-à-vis their Democratic counterparts. Whether it is the median, mean, or maximum, the percentage of redrawn constituents was markedly higher for southern Republicans and this was especially true in 1992. Based on measures of central tendency, differences in the percentage of redrawn constituents outside the South according to an incumbent's party are hardly detectable in 1992 and 2002. In both 1992 and 2002, the higher national percentage of redrawn constituents in Republican districts is being driven by the greater number of new constituents placed in districts represented by southern Republicans. Note: These data were calculated by the author from the American National Election Studies (ANES) cumulative file. Independent leaners are classified as partisans. Data include only those respondents who claimed they voted in the election. Similar results were obtained when independent leaners are classified as independents. Likewise, exit poll data for these years also yield similar results (the three-category classification for political affiliation in the exit poll data is Democrat, Republican, and Independent).
McKee
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To limit the electoral effects of the less predictable behavior of redrawn voters, southern Democrats redistricted the lion's share of these constituents into Republican-held districts. But they did not go far enough. Democratic line drawers were hamstrung by the DOJ because its insistence on having southern states maximize its number of majority-minority districts assured that many White Democratic incumbents would still be faced with a substantial number of redrawn voters. Nonetheless, the redistribution of constituents into districts with different incumbents would have altered only a handful of election outcomes if these voters' partisan preferences were static. They were not.
In an insightful analysis, Petrocik and Desposato (1998) demonstrate with American National Election Studies (ANES) data on southerners' House vote choices, that even a substantial reduction in the Black percentage of the district population would not be enough to defeat the typical Democratic incumbent, if the political environment was in fact neutral. But Petrocik and Desposato contend that in the South, in 1992 and 1994, partisan tides were moving decidedly in a Republican direction and under these conditions, redrawn constituents were at the vanguard of shifting their preferences in favor of Republican House candidates. The greater exposure of southern Republican incumbents to the presence of new voters was not electorally detrimental because in this region of the country, the ongoing Republican realignment was bolstered by the presence of short-term GOP tides in 1992 and 2002.
Macropartisanship in the 1992 and 2002 House Elections
The most direct empirical support for the potential influence of political conditions at the time of the 1992 and 2002 elections is illustrated by data on the macropartisanship of House voters presented in Table 2 . To provide evidence of change in the macropartisanship of the voting electorate, data are presented for 1990 and 1992, and also for 2000 and 2002. ANES data on the party identification of respondents who claimed to have voted in these elections are presented for all voters, southern voters, and nonsouthern voters. For the three categories of Democrat, Republican, and Independent, those independents who lean toward a party are coded as identifiers of that party. The results are substantively the same if these independents are classified as such but since their voting preferences are more in line with weak identifiers (Keith et al., 1992) , they are designated as partisans. The last row for each set of voters displays the difference in the percentage of partisans-Democrats minus Republicans. Finally, two columns show the difference in each row of partisan category between the consecutive election years (1990 vs. 1992 and 2000 vs. 2002) .
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The data in Table 2 once again indicate a very different set of political conditions in 1992 and 2002. In 1992 the shift in the macropartisanship of the voting electorate since 1990 is confined to voters in the South, whereas outside the region neither party is advantaged by the changing distribution of identifiers. In the South the formidable advantage in Democratic identification is constant between 1990 and 1992: 54% of southern voters call themselves Democrats. Starting with a much lower base in 1990, however, there is a considerable increase in the percentage of southern voters who identify as Republicans between 1990 and 1992, going from 28% to 37% of the voting electorate. This large increase in Republican identifiers serves to reduce the overall Democratic identification advantage in the South by 9 points, narrowing the Democratic surplus from 26 to 17 percentage points in 1992. By comparison, for nonsouthern voters, the percentage of Democrats and Republicans both increase 2 percentage points. In fact, the only commonality in the pattern of macropartisanship between voters in and outside the South, is the decline in the share of Independents-a pattern that persists through the 2002 elections.
According 
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us to determine whether the presence of redrawn residents exhibited an electoral effect on vote shares in these election cycles.
Data, Method, and Results
The research design is set up to capture the effects of redistricting at the time of the 1992 and 2002 House contests. Because redrawn constituents are no longer tied to a familiar incumbent, they are in effect barometers of the political environment at the time of the election. Hence, if political conditions favor a party, then redrawn constituents should reflect this in their voting behavior as their preferences shift with the partisan tide. 6 The underlying theory is tied directly to the effect of macropartisanship on voting behavior. To be clear, a shift in macropartisanship that decidedly benefits one of the major parties will produce an across-the-board swing in voter preferences toward the favored party, 7 but redrawn voters (other factors constant) will be the most susceptible to voting in accordance with the short-term partisan tide because they are not constrained by the personal vote. In other words, it is their lack of a relationship with their new incumbent that makes redrawn voters the most likely to vote for the candidate affiliated with the party benefiting from favorable short-term political conditions.
After controlling for several relevant factors that affect House vote share, the key relationship is between the district percentage of redrawn constituents and the party affiliation of the incumbent (Democrat or Republican). By controlling for other variables, if there is an independent effect of redrawn constituents on the House vote according to an incumbent's party, it is due to the prevailing political Incumbent is the main variable of interest. It is expected that the interaction will be positive and statistically significant. This means that an increase in redrawn constituents for Democratic incumbents increases the Republican share of the two-party House vote. Thus, given a political climate that favors the Republican Party, lacking the anchoring effect of incumbency, redrawn constituents should decrease the votes of Democratic incumbents.
The district-level data are from three sources: (a) The Almanac of American Politics (Barone & Cohen, 2003; Barone & Ujifusa, 1993) Table 3 presents the estimates for the national models in 1992, 2002, and the elections pooled. As anticipated, the interaction term Redrawn × Democratic Incumbent is positive and significant, providing evidence that Democratic
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incumbents were placed at greater electoral risk as a consequence of representing redrawn constituents. The effect is largest in 2002 and the region dummy ("South") is not significant for this year, suggesting there was a national Republican tide in this midterm. By comparison, in 1992 the South dummy is positive and significant, which indicates that the Republican House vote was notably higher in this region. The findings from Table 3 warrant further investigation by segmenting the analysis on the basis of region: South and non-South. Table 4 presents the results for the South and the non-South, respectively, in 1992, 2002, and both contests pooled. By parsing the analysis on the basis of region we see that in 1992 it was only in the South where Democratic incumbents were negatively affected by the presence of redrawn constituents. The interaction is easily significant in the South in 1992, but in the non-South there is no significant effect. Apparently, in the 1992 redistricting, political conditions favoring the GOP only manifested themselves in southern House elections. In 2002, and in the pooled models, regardless of region, we see that an increase in redrawn constituents for incumbent Democrats increased the Republican House vote. 638
One way to demonstrate the size of the effect of the interaction term is to calculate the Democratic share of the House vote for Democratic incumbents given various increments of the district percentage of redrawn constituents. Because interpretation of interaction terms is not intuitive (see Brambor, Clark, & Golder, 2006) , assigning values for the constituent parts of the variables of interest and determining the corresponding two-party vote provides a clearer sense of the substantive effects of redrawn constituents on Democratic incumbent vote shares. All of these calculations are based on simulations produced by CLARIFY (Tomz, Wittenberg, & King, 2003) .
13 Table 5 displays the two-party share (%) of the Democratic incumbent vote, given select percentages of redrawn constituents (0% to 100% in 20-point intervals; the difference in the vote based on one standard deviation, the median redrawn, and the actual maximum percentage of redrawn constituents based on the data shown in Table 1 ).
Setting the other variables at their means, in the South in 1992 the Democratic House vote for Democratic incumbents is 57% with no redrawn constituents, and 47% Democratic with 100% redrawn constituents. In 2002 in the non-South the Democratic House vote for Democratic incumbents is 54% with no redrawn constituents, and 47% Democratic with 100% redrawn Note: Predicted probabilities were calculated from the models in Tables 3 and 4 using CLARIFY (Tomz, Wittenberg, & King, 2003) . All entries were produced at the 95% confidence level with the remaining variables set at their means. Based on the entry for "South 2002," moving from a district with no redrawn constituents (0%) to an entirely redrawn district (100%), the Democratic incumbent's vote goes from 63% to 41%-a maximum difference in the twoparty vote of 22 percentage points. In addition, a one standard deviation in the percentage of redrawn constituents (19% redrawn) moves the Democratic incumbent's vote by just under 4 percentage points (3.9). Finally, given the median redrawn percentage of constituents (12% redrawn), the Democratic incumbent vote is 60% and in the case of the Democratic district with the actual highest percentage of redrawn constituents (54% redrawn), the Democratic incumbent's share of the two-party vote is 51%.
constituents. Finally, in the South in 2002 the Democratic House vote for
Democratic incumbents is 63% with no redrawn constituents, and it plummets to 41% Democratic with 100% redrawn constituents. 
Discussion and Conclusion
This research shows that redrawing congressional boundaries creates a dynamic electoral environment due to the responsiveness of redrawn voters. Depending on political conditions, representatives may find their new residents to be either Note: These results were calculated from the models in Table 4 using CLARIFY (Tomz, Wittenberg, & King, 2003) .
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American Politics Research 41(4) friends or foes. The analysis of district-level data show asymmetric support for U.S. House incumbents during the last two decennial redistrictings. In the South in 1992 and nationwide (South and non-South) in 2002, redrawn constituents depressed the votes of Democratic incumbents because the political climate favored the Republican Party. Without the anchoring effect of incumbency, redrawn voters shifted in the direction of partisan tides-making them less supportive of Democrats (Petrocik & Desposato, 2004) .
Previous research has not explicitly addressed or made clear the regional distinction between the electoral effects of congressional redistricting in the 1992 and 2002 contests. The 1992 redistricting triggered a swift Republican rise in southern House elections after three consecutive election cycles in which the GOP was stuck holding one third of the region's seats (McKee, 2010) . As shown in this study, partisanship data indicate that only in the South does the voting electorate shift toward affiliating with the GOP in the 1992 House elections (see Table 2 and Figure 1 ), and this evidence of changing macropartisanship is the grounds for explaining why only in the South does a higher percentage of redrawn constituents reduce the votes of Democratic incumbents.
Furthermore, the shift in the South is not a short-term phenomenon, rather the Republican tides running through Dixie in 1992 and 1994 (see Petrocik & Desposato, 1998) were reinforced by the secular Republican realignment of southern Whites underway since the 1960s and carried forth primarily through generational replacement (Green, Palmquist, & Schickler, 2002) . In short, southerners primed to vote Republican in 1992 were part of an enduring movement in favor of the Republican Party and short-term political conditions favoring the GOP ensured that redistricting would accentuate this voting behavior.
Compared to 1992, however, the 2002 elections occurred at a time when national political conditions swung in favor of the Republican Party. There is no question that the 2002 redistricting generally protected incumbents from serious competition, as evidenced by the average vote shares of representatives who ran for reelection, the small number of incumbent defeats and retirements, and the remarkably small number of districts rated competitive by Congressional Quarterly (see Jacobson, 2009 ). Nonetheless, despite the greater protection afforded both party's incumbents in 2002, redrawn constituents were much less supportive of Democrats. And contrary to popular commentary that suggests redistricting makes incumbents immune to defeat-under the right political conditions no gerrymander is foolproof. For the sake of comparison, given the prevailing political climate during the 2006 elections, if a national redistricting had been implemented for this midterm then redrawn constituents would have severely punished Republican incumbents and likewise, Democratic losses in 2010 would have been even more acute under altered district boundaries.
The 2002 congressional elections highlight a short-term political environment favoring the Republican Party. To be sure, since 1992 White southerners have been moving to the GOP in House races and partisan re-sorting in and outside the region was steadily progressing, but only in the South are the 2002 House races occurring against the backdrop of a long-term trend in favor of the Republican Party. In the non-South, 2002 merely constitutes a set of short-term political conditions (i.e., the high approval rating of President Bush, Republican control of the terrorism issue) benefiting Republicans, and the political behavior of redrawn constituents responds accordingly by turning against Democratic representatives. In the absence of a long-term shift toward one of the major political parties, outside the South short-term political conditions will increase electoral volatility in a redistricting cycle. With rough parity in the aggregate in terms of Democratic and Republican identifiers, coupled with a recently growing number of political independents, 16 redistricting will exacerbate wins and losses according to which party is the beneficiary of ephemeral partisan tides (like those favoring Democrats in and 2008 and Republicans in 2010 . 17 Redistricting has always been controversial because it has the potential to skew electoral outcomes in a direction that comports with the intentions of mapmakers. But intentions and actual results can be two very different things (on this point see Hill, 1995; Petrocik & Desposato, 1998; Rush, 1992 Rush, , 1993 Rush, , 2000 . Indeed, before gerrymander entered the American lexicon thanks to the shenanigans in Massachusetts in 1812 (see Cox & Katz, 2002) , "enemies of the Federal Constitution in Virginia" in 1788 used redistricting "to prevent the election of James Madison to the first Congress, and fortunately it was unsuccessful" (Fiske, 1890, pp. 216-217) . Fast forward to 1986 in the case of Davis v. Bandemer, in which the Supreme Court ruled partisan gerrymandering justiciable in congressional elections, and we find ironically enough that the Indiana state legislative districts that prompted the ruling were intended to yield large Republican gains, but Indiana Democrats actually netted more seats (Grofman, 1990, p. 39) .
18
As a last example of intentions failing to match results, once again consider congressional redistricting plans enacted by Democratic-controlled legislatures in the South for the 1992 elections (e.g., Georgia and North Carolina). Remarking on how well these boundary changes benefited Republicans, Grofman and Brunell (2005, p. 184 ) coined the term dummymander: "a gerrymander by one party that, over the course of the decade, benefits the other 642
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party, and actually looks as if it was designed by that party rather than the party in power." The one thing all of these failed gerrymanders have in common is that political conditions countered partisan intentions.
With respect to electoral objectives, whether one advocates for redistricting plans that foster competition (e.g., Mann & Cain, 2005; McDonald, 2006) or instead protect incumbents (see Brunell, 2006 Brunell, , 2008 -it is successful gerrymanders that alarm critics of this institutional device. For instance, the 2003 Texas congressional redistricting has become the modern exemplar of how boundary changes can manufacture substantial partisan seat gains. But whether successful or not, what should raise concern is the increasing willingness of partisan elites to consider mid-decade redistricting as a means to gain seats (Levitt & McDonald, 2007) . In addition to being costly, a time consuming diversion from substantive legislative business, and a hyperpolitical action (Bullock, 2010) , mid-decade redistricting further disrupts the representational linkage between voters and officeholders. And this is demonstrated most clearly when partisan gerrymanders actually work, that is, when political conditions jibe with political intent. incumbent could certainly be higher under politically neutral conditions. Partisan gerrymanders have their greatest likelihood of meeting expectations when shortterm forces are neutral and the partisan loyalties of voters are identifiable because the political behavior of redrawn voters is more predictable under these conditions. 4. At the time, public opinion of the Democratic-controlled Congress in 1992 reached its nadir for the entire time series measuring approval of this institution (see Stimson, 2004) . Furthermore, Stimson's quarterly data on the public mooda massive aggregation of public opinion data tracking movement of the American public along a liberal to conservative policy continuum shows that in the fourth quarter of 1992, the public mood was moving in a conservative direction. In 1992 the percent liberal for the public policy mood dropped from 66.7 in the third quarter to 63.1 in the fourth quarter (data are available on Stimson's website: www. unc.edu/~jstimson/index.html). 5. Yoshinaka and Murphy (2009) provide evidence in the 2002 House elections that under partisan gerrymanders one of the primary means of weakening opposingparty incumbents is by placing a much higher percentage of redrawn constituents in their districts (see also McKee, 2010; McKee & Shaw, 2005) . Unfortunately, for southern Democrats, the presence of redrawn constituents did not prove electorally detrimental to Republican incumbents and thus under Republican gerrymanders (i.e., Florida in 2002) it was also possible to significantly increase the percentage of redrawn voters in Republican-held districts in furtherance of expanding the overall number Republican seats. 6. Let me be clear that the expected relationship between redistricting and voting behavior is modeled with district-level data and therefore the results cannot speak directly to the behavior of individuals (the ecological inference fallacy)-rather the theoretical expectation of individual-level behavior in the context of a redistricting serves as the basis for setting up the district-level models. 7. Of course this shift in voting behavior will not be detectable for the vast majority of voters; they are nudged in the direction of the partisan tide, but retain a level of partisanship that overpowers the political shift created by short-term conditions. 8. (Cox & Katz, 2002; Friedman & Holden, 2009; McCarty et al., 2009 ). Infusing districts with large percentages of redrawn voters is a leading cause of incumbent retirements and line drawers will target out-party incumbents for defeat by giving them a disproportionately higher share of new voters (see Cain, 1985; Yoshinaka & Murphy, 2011) . Second, the analysis in this paper is concerned with assessing the relationship between redrawn constituents and incumbent vote shares, and by definition, the concept of redrawn constituents applies only to incumbents (see Desposato & Petrocik, 2003) . Finally, the analysis does not account for all of the effects of redistricting-those which influence the decision to retire and other notable effects related to such things as challenger emergence, the ability to raise campaign donations, strategic voter mobilization, etc. 11. Michael P. McDonald provided the data indicating state control of congressional redistricting (Republican plan, Democratic plan, bipartisan, or neutral [typically a court-drawn map]). McDonald's data have been used for similar purposes by other scholars, such as Yoshinaka and Murphy (2011) .
12. The control variables account for several factors that usually affect House outcomes, like partisanship (presidential vote as a proxy), race, income, and region. Finally, district competitiveness is included as a more holistic estimate of a candidate's chances of winning election. Though district ratings are a fairly blunt measure, they are good for gauging the competitiveness of each contest and have the benefit of not being post hoc. Due to issues of collinearity and the fact that including candidate spending measures (i.e., challenger spending, incumbent spending, and challenger's portion of total spending by both candidates) does not change the substantive findings, these variables are omitted. Similarly, the inclusion of a dummy for challenger quality also raises the endogeneity issue (on this point see Petrocik & Desposato, 2004) , because quality challengers are much more likely to run against vulnerable incumbents, i.e., those who have a higher percentage of redrawn constituents (McKee, 2010; . Models that include these variables do not change the substantive findings and will be made available by the author upon request. 13. Specifically, the value for the Democratic incumbent share of the two-party vote is the mean under a 95% confidence interval with all of the control variables set to their means. For instance, to determine the two-party vote for southern Democratic incumbents in 1992, the minimum is calculated so that redrawn constituents = 0, Democratic incumbent = 1, and the interaction = 0 (all other variables set at their means with a 95% level of confidence). Hence the maximum is calculated so that redrawn constituents = 1, Democratic incumbent = 1, and the interaction = 1 (all other variables set at their means with a 95% level of confidence). The values generated for Figure 2 were calculated in the same manner. 14. In 1992 the highest percent redrawn constituents for an incumbent southern Democrat was 69% (Richard Ray in GA 3). In 2002 the highest percent redrawn constituents for a nonsouthern Democratic incumbent was 76% (Leonard Boswell in IA 3), and in 2002 the highest percent redrawn constituents for a southern Democratic incumbent was 54% (Karen Thurman in FL 5). Boswell won reelection but the aforementioned southern Democrats both lost. 17. In the non-South, the absence of a partisan realignment means the electoral pendulum will continue swinging. This point can be demonstrated with data from Pennsylvania House contests. Pennsylvania aptly reflects the volatility created by redistricting when short-term conditions shift in favor of a political party but there is no underlying partisan realignment. 
